
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



230 16 VIRGINIA LAW REGISTER. [Juty, 

Right of Action for Malicious Injury to Business. — An attempt is 
made to base an action on a rather peculiar state of facts in Arnold v. 
Moffitt, 75 Atlantic Reporter, 502. It was alleged that plaintiff was an 
electrical contractor, licensed by an insurance association, and that de- 
fendant was employed by the insurance association as an inspector of 
work done by the contractors; that defendant maliciously delayed 
making proper inspections, ordered defendant to do unnecessary work, 
and used his influence to induce a customer to contract with another 
electrical company; also that he represented to one of plaintiff's clients 
that prices charged were excessive; that all these things were unjust 
and discriminatory, actuated by malice, and injurious to plaintiff's 
business. The Rhode Island Supreme Court held that whether there 
was malice on the part of defendant made no difference; that there was 
nothing to show that his acts were illegal, and that no cause of action 
was stated. 



Powers of States to Regulate Interstate Ferries. — In the case of 
New York Cent. & H. R. R. Co. v. Board of Chosen Freeholders, 74 
Atlantic Reporter, 954, the New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals 
passed upon the question whether, under the interstate commerce 
clause of the federal Constitution, the state has power to regulate 
charges of ferries for carriage of passengers across the Hudson river 
between New York and New Jersey. It was contended, on behalf 
of the railroad company which operated the ferry, that recent deci- 
sions of the Supreme Court of the United States had substantially 
settled the question against the claim of power on behalf of the state. 
In a somewhat lengthy opinion these decisions are reviewed by Judge 
Reed, who comes to the conclusion that none of the cases cited di- 
rectly prohibit the exercise of power to regulate charges by the 
states. On the question of whether such a holding would logically 
follow, he refers to the opinion of Lord Chancellor Halsbury in Quinn 
v. Leathern, A. C. 495, to the effect that "every lawyer must acknowl- 
edge that the law is not always logical at all." The right of regula- 

Gilbert v. Isham, 16 Conn. 525; for fines and forfeitures collected by 
him and not paid into the treasury, People v. Warren, 14 111. App. 296; 
for clerk's fees accruing in the course of suits for fines, and forfeitures 
upon recognizances, unless such fees are in fact collected by him. 
People v. Van Wyck, 4 Cow. 260 (1828), Fairlie v. Maxwell, 1 Wend. 
17; and for money actually received or money lost by his unwarrant- 
able neglect, but he is not liable for the default, inattention or frauds 
of the marshal. United States v. Ingersoll, Fed. Cases, No. 15, 440 
(Crabbe 135). 

He is not liable for failure to cause a default and judgment of forfei- 
ture to be entered upon the recognizance of bail where a defendant fails 
to appear. State v. Egbert, 123 Ind. 448, 24 N. E. 256, 257. 

Nor is he liable to a contestant for an office for refusing to join him 
as a party plaintiff. Farrar v. Steele, 31 La. Ann. 640. 



